A bone of contention among researchers is whether the primary function of humour is the expression of aggression against the hearer or the promotion of solidarity between the interlocutors. It is commonly averred that teasing boasts a dichotomous nature, i.e. malignant and benevolent. The former coincides with the potential for criticising, mocking and ostracising the interlocutor, whereas the latter accounts for playfulness and bonding capacity.
Teasing, teases and banter
The discussion on teasing needs to open with the acknowledgement that the term itself is vague and the scope of subordinate categories appears to be understood by researchers in a variety of ways. This is certainly due to the abundance of empirical and theoretical studies and research perspectives on teasing (e.g. pragmatic, sociological, psychological), which manifest different goals and orientations, often not attempting to delineate the scope of the humorous phenomenon. The analysis below is meant to offer a compromise, yielding a characterisation of teasing from the linguistic pragmatic perspective.
Generally, the term 'teasing' is used irrespective of the factor of length and the number of turns in the humorous exchange. In the present approach, 'teasing' will relate to the verbal activity as such, potentially multi-turn, while a 'tease' will coincide with a single witty turn. Teases can be formed on the spur of the moment to be used only once or to be retained in the speaker's idiolect and reused at opportune moments (cf. Norrick 1984 Norrick , 1993 ). Kotthoff (2007) enlists a number of pragmatic categories of teasing, i.e. playful provocation based on behavioural differences between social group members, teasing as a redefinition of criticism, and fictional teasing, whereby the provocative speaker utters an entirely fictional proposition without any underlying real event or critical attitude (Kotthoff 2007) . It could be added that teasing may be meant to playfully annoy or challenge the interlocutor, or simply encourage the latter to engage in a humorous exchange. In essence, a tease is any verbalisation whose meaning is not to be treated entirely seriously and which invariably carries humorous force to be appreciated by both the interlocutors. Contrary to the stipulation propounded by most of the authors quoted in this paper (e.g. Drew 1987; Boxer and Cortés-Conde 1997; Lennox-Terrion and Ashforth 2000) , it is here argued that the degree of aggression and criticism is gradable and can even be non-existent, depending on the form teasing assumes, i.e. a playful comment (ex. 5), self-deprecating humour (ex. 6), mocking and sarcasm (ex. 7, 8) . While the latter two may indeed be aggressive to the hearer, the first two types are not.
Notably, teasing in the form of self-deprecating humour entails direct threat to the speaker, rather than the hearer. Apart from pragmatic diversification, teasing manifests various linguistic realisations. As example 5 above shows, teases may be directly associated with lexical (or syntactic) ambiguity, hence functioning as interactional puns, which can be equated with Norrick's (1984 Norrick's ( , 1993 Norrick's ( , 1994 punning retorts or conversational puns. Interactional puns form adjacency pair operations, comprising first pair part and second pair part (Norrick 1994) . Accordingly, a response to an utterance anchored in lexical ambiguity, foregrounds the contextually inappropriate interpretation unobserved by the author of the first pair part. Such puns will exploit homonymy, homophony or polysemy originating from single words or strings of words, hence pivoting on the literalisation of dead metaphors, idioms or pragmatic formulae. On the other hand, a tease may be couched in the pragmatic ambiguity of the preceding turn (ex. 9, 10). All of these mechanisms are perfectly captured by the notion of trumping, i.e. a language game which centres on hyper-understanding and the subversion of the linguistic forms of exchange (Veale et al. 2006 Notably, a one-turn tease can further develop into a longer exchange of repartees, dubbed banter. As Norrick puts it, "This rapid exchange of humorous lines oriented toward a common theme, though aimed primarily at mutual entertainment rather than topical talk, typifies what we generally call 'banter'" (1993: 29) .
A crucial quality of banter is that consecutive retorts are added very rapidly, which gives rise to what can be compared with a match of verbal ping-pong played by the two (or more) interlocutors within a jocular mode, 2 often initiated by a serious proposition. This coherent sequence of contributions is phased out from the ongoing conversational situation when one of the interlocutors has run out of ideas to outdo the other party. Holmes (2006) terms conjoint humour. It can take various forms such as a humorous fantasy sequence which is a jointly produced humorous discourse on a given topic (Hay 1995b) . This is what Kotthoff (2007) refers to as joint fantasising, composed of short conversational contributions made by participants to form a coherent scene, based on the augmentation of unreality. The phenomenon observable here is that the preceding absurd proposition can always be topped, i.e. wittily outdone.
It should be observed, however, that not all manifestations of banter ought to be thought of as adversarial humour. Rightly, Holmes (2006) divides interactionally constructed humour on two axes. Firstly, supportive and contestive humour can be distinguished. In constructing the former, the participants cooperate to strengthen their claim, elaborate on an image or emphasise a point, while in the latter, albeit still remaining jocular, conversationalists challenge each other, wishing to outwit one another by subverting what the latter has conveyed in the preceding turn. The other dimension relates to the degree of collaboration. According to Holmes (2006) , in maximally collaborative humour, contributions of both parties are tightly interwoven and mutually supportive (Edelsky 1981; Coates 1989 Coates , 1996 , while on the opposite pole of the continuum, there is the construct of vying interlocutors, i.e. the minimally collaborative humour. In the second type, the interaction is usually composed of witticisms with loose semantic links and a competitive edge, which is what Coates (1989) Leech's (1983) formulation of the Banter Principle, standing vis-à-vis the Irony Principle, defines banter as offensive repartees that are genuinely polite and thus appear to be in concord with the paradigm of mock impoliteness. I would broaden the scope of the Banter Principle to cover also teasing, which is essentially what Leech purports to mean. However, the epithet 'offensive' may be questionable, since, as the examples above show, banter need not appear to be insulting even at first blush as it need not rely on mock abuse whatsoever, but on witty repartees on neutral subject or jointly constructed puns, with no aggressive potential, save the aspect of mental challenge the speakers offer to one another. Furthermore, even aggressive banter, i.e. that realised via pretended mocking or sarcasm, is interpreted within a playful frame established through mutual responses.
Banter can easily be classed as an interactional bonding game, given the alternating contributions of both interactionists who have entered a jocular frame. The paper will now focus on a less complex category, i.e. single teases, which like banter, are postulated to be devoid of genuine aggressiveness towards, or denigration of, the hearer.
The dichotomous nature of teases
The prevalent view advocated in literature is that teasing boasts both aggressive and bonding capacity. Authors tend to maintain that teases are immanently equipped with the aggressive facet, which is why they can act as put-down humour. Some authors even concentrate only on the functions aggression in teasing affords. For example, Martineau (1972) proposes that humorous teasing fosters cohesion within a group by disparaging those who do not belong in a given societal unit. Similarly, authors argue that teasing is used either as a non-threatening way of releasing aggression among intimates and in a threatening way to assert power over the hearer, usually of a lower status (Straehle 1993; Hay 1995a Hay , 1995b Hay , 2000 .
From a broader perspective, Drew (1987) defines teasing as mocking but playful jibes which speakers produce with twofold intention, both malignant and benevolent. In this view, it is thanks to this dichotomous nature that teasing can serve either as a benign attempt to joke or as an aggressive act meant to hurt another person's feelings or ostracise them from a group (Kowalski 2000) . By the same token, Boxer and Cortés-Conde (1997) propose that teasing can be regarded as conversational joking directed at the interlocutor, fulfilling a biting or bonding function as it "runs along a continuum of bonding to nipping to biting " (1997: 279) .
Despite divergent terminologies, the common denominator between these approaches is that aggressive teasing incites the division 'us' vs. 'them', inviting to the group those who find the remark amusing. Teasing provokes either a sense of membership or exclusion from the group, which is correlated with its bonding and biting potential, respectively. In this view, teasing invariantly entails face-threat to the hearer, which may be ostensible or genuine. Lennox-Terrion and Ashforth (2000) discuss the dichotomy under the terms putdown-as-bridge and putdown-aswedge, which is not an entirely fortunate formulation given that the category of putdown appears to perform only the disparaging function, being by no means amusing to the target, albeit possibly funny to the third party. In their seminal paper, Boxer and Cortés-Conde postulate, "There are clear cases of teasing that bonds without a nip or bite; clear cases of teasing that bites and that therefore does not bond; and less clear cases where a bite can actually serve to bond " (1997: 297) Although support is here given to the first part (ex. 18) and the third part (ex. 19) of the approach, the statement that teasing can be solely endowed with the biting potential is questionable. Notably, having conducted an extensive review of literature, Keltner et al. postulate that the emergent definition of a tease is "an intentional provocation accompanied by playful off-record markers that together comment on something relevant to the target" (2001: 234) . It is most significant that this definition does not place emphasis on the aggressive facet, even if it does appreciate the playful provocation. Indeed, teasing may be entirely devoid of aggression (ex. 18) or carry an ostensibly aggressive, for only jocular, message (ex 19). On the other hand, it is here argued that remarks which are truly abusive and do not carry humorous force to be observed by the addressee should be dubbed putdown humour (ex. 20). It is particularly important for the aggressive type that teasing should necessarily be a dialogic construct determined by the communicative behaviour of both the speaker and the direct hearer (Scarborough Voss 1997 , Drew 1987 , Tholander and Aronsson 2002 , Hutchby and Wooffitt 1998 , optionally also overheard by a metarecipient, i.e. a third party present or audiences, in the case of media discourse. Notably, Kotthoff (2007: 271) defines teasing as "personally addressed jocular remark with a bite, often performed in front of a public," admittedly because the audience will also take pleasure in listening to verbal duelling. However, an utterance which does not amuse the addressee, but only the speaker and the metarecipient, should not be perceived as teasing but truly aggressive humour, i.e. putdown humour. This is often the case of talk shows conducted by witty but aggressive hosts, who will obviously deny the putdown on the premise that they are "only teasing" the target, aiming to entertain the general public.
Whether an utterance can be classed as a tease or a putdown depends on the hearer's response, i.e. the next turn proof procedure (Hutchby and Wooffitt 1998). 3 Only if the target (not only a potential overhearer or metarecipient) appreciates the proposition as benevolent and humour-oriented, can it be deemed as a tease. Obviously, this appreciation may manifest itself in a number of responses, the epitome of which is genuine laughter, a smile or a witty response.
Empirical research conducted by Hay (2000) yields evidence that jocular abuse, i.e. playful insults, considered a type of teasing, are mostly directed at participants integrated in the group. This is because the appreciation of an aggressive tease relies heavily on the nature of the relationship of the communicators (Pawluk 1989) . Intimates, more likely than strangers, can judge whether teases are devoid of truly abusive or downgrading potential, which is socially inappropriate even in close relationships. Teasing hence symbolises and enhances intimacy (Lampert and Ervin-Tripp 2006; Pawluk 1989) .
What determines the successful production and comprehension of teases is the interlocutors' mutual knowledge (e.g. the propensity to joke), contextual factors (e.g. the speaker's emotions) and cues (e.g. voice modulation, winking). Therefore, in some cases the differentiation between aggressive teasing and putdown humour can only be conducted on the basis of case study, which may even entail ethnomethodological analysis of the relation between given conversationalists and the attitudes they hold for one another. Obviously, such analyses are burdened with numerous methodological problems, e.g. the target may not admit to being offended and pretends to be amused not to lose his or her face entirely. It is thus only each individual concerned that can honestly assess whether an ostensibly aggressive proposition is jocular, and hence categorise it as a tease, or whether it is hurtful, coinciding with a putdown. Needless to say, even in close relationships, the speaker's intention and the recipient's inference may sometimes be at odds, e.g. if the speaker misjudges what the hearer may take offence at, even presuming that the former is 'only joking. ' To conclude, producing a tease, the speaker should be positive of the common ground between him or herself and the hearer so that the latter should arrive at the intended humorous interpretation and not take umbrage at the seemingly derogatory remark. Moreover, the (optional) element of aggressiveness in teases is of purely a ritualistic and thus non-aggressive nature. A genuine tease must carry humorous potential to both interlocutors and the potential metarecipient, i.e. a coparticipant in a speech event or a reader/viewer. All this does not hold for putdown humour discussed below, which cannot be a subtype of teasing, as some authors purport to suggest, since it carries genuinely aggressive force.
Putdown humour -what teasing is not
Putdown humour is aggressive verbalisation which may be veiled as, or mistaken for, teasing. If the biting content matter of a humorous utterance is genuinely levelled against the hearer he/she faces one of the direst social threats (Zajdman 1995) . One might venture a claim that genuinely demeaning forms of humour directed at the hearer will be rather rare in real-life discourse, with the exception of talk shows, as they are immensely rude and go against the grain of rudimentary politeness norms. More likely, they will recur in fictional discourse of film/book dialogues. In everyday conversations, whereas, interlocutors will produce brickbats about a third party, either absent or unable to overhear the demeaning remark. In other words, it is the third party that can be denigrated, being entirely unaware of the fact, to the amusement of the conversationalists. Nevertheless some authors propound the proposal that putdown humour can occur in everyday exchanges as a threatening way to exert power over the hearer of a lower status (Straehle 1993; Hay 1995a Hay , 2000 . In this vein, humour may play the role of wittily produced criticism aimed to maintain the speaker's power over the hearer. Admittedly, the power will correlate not necessarily with a higher status, as the participants may be of equal social position, but rather with a low degree of imposition the victim has over the humorist. Accordingly, the hearer's potential retribution, which the speaker must preconceive, will bear no serious consequences for the latter. Needless to say, putdowns impair interpersonal bonds since the speaker elevates him or herself at the expense of the target, while their degree of funniness coincides with the intensity of dislike and malice towards the recipient. 
A: When you go to a mind reader, do you get a half-price?
Producing brickbats, speakers aim to denigrate the direct hearers, who adopt the role of the butt, but simultaneously to amuse the third party/interlocutors present or metarecipients, viz. the target readers or target audiences, whom metaspeakers (writers or scriptwriters) wish to entertain at the cost of the fictional characters. As earlier observed, the denigration of hearers is also a common humorous technique in television shows, in which the host's aim is to induce amusement in the target audience. These observations are connected with the participant triad, initially formed for irony (Freud 1905 (Freud /1960 , which assumes the existence of the speaker, the hearer, i.e. the victim, and the audience. In essence, even genuinely aggressive putdown humour is both inclusive, demonstrating camaraderie and strengthening bonds between those who laugh, or exclusive, distancing from the parties who are the target (Eder 1993; Kotthoff 1996 Kotthoff , 2007 .
Irrespective of whether the discourse is real or fictional, a direct on-record affront, which breaches politeness principles by blatantly impinging on the hearer's face, strikes the ultimate recipient as funny (cf. Norrick 1993) . By producing a putdown, the speaker achieves solidarity and creates bonds with the metarecipient but expresses hostility to the victim, ousting the latter from the social group. The speaker and the metarecipient will form an in-group while the direct hearer is stigmatised as the out-group member, incapable of obtaining the humorous implicatures (cf. Ziv 1984) . These observations correspond to the superiority, disparagement or dispositional theories of humour (cf. e.g. Keith-Spiegel 1972).
In addition, Zajdman (1995) observes that acknowledged presence of a third party in a humorous speech act threatening to the hearer boosts the initial threat to the recipient, since the overhearer serves the role of an intensifier and a referee. What is interesting, the hearer's acknowledgement of a third party may prompt him/her to feign amusement and save face. This manifestation of (fake) amusement may explain why researchers tend to recognise denigrating remarks as teasing. Admittedly, there can be no case of teasing if the speaker is manifesting his or her wit and poking fun at the target. It is here postulated that putdown humour emerges whenever the speaker's genuine intention is to downgrade, not to amuse, the direct hearer, i.e. the target. This is so even if the speaker cannot possibly support the truth of the extremely offensive proposition, or claims to be speaking within the jocular frame.
It needs to be appreciated that what distinguishes putdown humour from teasing is the speaker's intention and the hearer's inference. It is only when the hearer's interpretation and the speaker's illocutionary intention of inducing humour meet that teasing comes into being. Notably, the evaluation of intention and inference is difficult from a scholarly viewpoint, as it entails judgement only on the basis of contextual factors. It must be remembered, for instance, that the recipient may fake amusement or misinterpret the speaker's intention of putdown or teasing.
Solidarity politeness and rapport as the foundation for teasing and banter
The rationale for aggressive, albeit only ostensibly, teasing is anchored in the concept of 'flouting' politeness or etiquette norms holding for solidarity politeness (Scollon and Scollon 1983) , to the effect of camaraderie enhancement (Norrick 1994) . Ostensibly aggressive teasing is a clear manifestation of mock impoliteness within the model of solidarity, i.e. a particular framework of politeness. Most essentially, the aggressive element is of purely symbolic nature and is redeemed by the force of the play frame. Accordingly, what should be taken into consideration when interpreting teasing in the context of politeness and face-threat is the illocutionary intention of the speaker and such factors as social distance vs. the degree of intimacy between interactionists and the resultant mutual knowledge and common ground or lack thereof. The occurrence and nature of humour as a positive politeness strategy is determined by the social relations between the interlocutors, with intimate and distant relations being governed by different realisations of politeness rules. Teasing, as many other forms of conversational humour, can hence be labelled as face-saving as well as a rapport and solidarity building vehicle, being group inclusive and based on shared experience (cf. Holmes and Marra 2002; Hay 2000; Holmes 2006 ).
It is worth noting that within Brown and Levinson's (1978/1987) ) is classified as a sub-strategy of claiming common ground, subsumable to positive politeness and is hence responsible for minimising social distance, thanks to which speakers generate the feelings of familiarity, friendship and empathy by alluding to shared background knowledge, common attitudes and values vital for them both. This claim is based on the premise that joking emphasises mutual shared background knowledge and values and thus puts the hearer at ease (Brown and Levinson 1978/1987) . What is even more significant, Brown and Levinson (1978/1987) account for the humorous use of insults as baldon-record acts, whose threat is minimal in intimate relations, where they conform to the politeness framework. On the other hand, teasing may be postulated to convey, using Brown and Levinson's terminology, positive politeness at the expense of negative politeness. By ostensibly threatening the hearer's negative face, aggressive teases help maintain the hearer's positive face.
In solidarity-based relationships, humour of seemingly aggressive potential, usually associated with impoliteness, is essentially polite, being the manifestation of mock impoliteness. It is only the literal reading that resembles impoliteness inasmuch as it is not intended to cause offence at the level of perlocution (cf. Culpeper 1996) . Notably, Leech (1983) deems sarcasm as banter or mock impoliteness embracing insults which appear to be impolite but are clearly otherwise. Therefore, even the aggressive type of teasing, seemingly exploiting politeness norms serves as a strategy of asserting solidarity politeness. As Norrick aptly observes, "aggression in the message, and solidarity in the metamessage" (1993: 80). Direct on-record affronts flout the norms of politeness, but "paradoxically, flying in the face of friendly politeness can build rapport, because it signals a relationship which eschews such superficial conventions" (Norrick 1993: 73) . Notwithstanding the seemingly aggressive nature of some teasing forms, they all are genuinely geared towards prompting rapport (cf. Norrick 1993 Norrick , 1994 Norrick , 2003 . Contrary to the assertion concerning the aggressive potential of putdown humour, teasing directed at the recipient exists entirely within a play-frame and thus carries no derogatory force and thus is by no means aimed to be offensive. Any form of ostensibly rude but humorous linguistic performance is most polite, as long as it occurs within the paradigm of solidarity politeness, not deference politeness (Scollon and Scollon 1983) . In essence, what participants do if they find teasing mutually amusing is discard the official face politics and thereby affirm their ingroup identity and create a higher level of intimacy (Kotthoff 1996 (Kotthoff , 2007 . Rightly, Norrick also questions the well-entrenched hypothesis that even innocent interactional punning, coinciding with teasing, can be perceived as a breach of politeness rules (cf. Lakoff 1973; Brown and Levinson 1978/1987) , since the first speaker's proposition uttered in a serious mode is not met with a relevant answer but a humorous turn. Interactional punning is, therefore, responsible for disruption of the ongoing talk. However, given that one punning retort may easily develop into longer banter, it can become a goal in itself, rather than being merely an aberration apt to violate politeness norms (Norrick 1993) . To reformulate, humorous interchanges, not only punning retorts, most likely occur in informal discourse, while their aim is to amuse the hearer and obtain the global goal of asserting solidarity between conversationalists. Therefore, it is here perceived as a method of testifying to solidarity politeness, rather than impoliteness.
The production of non-serious teasing and banter is a recurrent interactional goal in joking relationships (Fine 1983 , 5 Norrick 1993 , 1994 . Indeed, parties in intimate relationships are believed to share a certain code anchored in past encounters, which heightens their solidarity and legitimises high indirectness (Ervin-Tripp 1976) . A number of customarily joking relationships are characterised by interactants' inborn propensity to joke and tease competitively (Norrick 1993) .
"When directed at participants in the group, the more aggressive forms of joking depend on a customary joking relationship developed through a history of interaction. They convey positive politeness or solidarity by flouting negative politeness conventions, and hence showing the relationship need not stand on formalities" (Norrick 1994: 429) .
In customary joking relationships (Norrick 1993) , therefore, participants are by default permitted and even required to tease each other, with no offence taken by the hearer of the tease, who is simultaneously the target of the pejorative remark.
Rapport-building via teasing
What is immanent to aggressive teases, as opposed to putdown humour discussed above, is the factor of transparent untruthfulness, i.e. mockery, or often irrelevance, which could be conceived of as Quality and Relation Maxim flouts, respectively (Grice 1975 (Grice /1989 . Moreover, in opposition to genuine putdowns, teasing should always be perceived mainly as jocular play, whose propositional content is subject to verification for truth value.
6 Therefore, an extremely aggressive utterance levelled at a recipient is regarded as a flout of the Quality maxim. Associated with this approach is the paradox of an extreme insult perceived as less derogatory than a mild insult. Accordingly, the former "is less likely to be taken literally and more probably cognitively restructured as 'He's only joking'" (La Fave and Mannell 1976: 121) . The recipient of a humorous proposition must discard the literal, often hurtful, interpretation in favour of a purely humorous implicature (cf. Norrick 1994) , which leads the addressee to the conclusion that the proposition was not meant to be genuinely hurtful. As mentioned earlier, to facilitate the intended humorous interpretation on the part of the hearer, the speaker must also have full certainty as to their common ground and so the availability of the proposition. This is the sine qua non for the rapport use of teasing with the aggressive potential, which is why it occurs predominantly between intimates (Straehle 1993; Boxer and Cortés-Conde 1997) . By contrast, strangers or interlocutors divided by an extreme social distance rarely engage in aggressive teases, with the exception of complaining and commiserating (Boxer 1993 A hypothesis may be propounded, however, that teases should be witty and carry transparent humour-oriented messages, or entail hyperbolised offence so that they are not treated literally. Even in close relationships, misunderstandings can arise when the literal content is equated with the speaker's communicative illocutionary intention, especially if the hearer is anxious about the topic of the comment (e.g. a woman's weight).
Defunctionalisation
Teases are often produced for the sake of defunctionalisation and hence amusement as such. A case in point is the trumping retort disrupting the customary interrelation of two parts of an adjacency pair and thus flouting the Gricean maxim of relation, solely for the sake of obtaining humour. Once triggered, conversational humour distracts interlocutors from the ordinary flow of conversation, urging them into a play frame to render the conversation more pleasurable (Norrick 1993) . In the same vein, the notion of social play (Long and Graesser 1988 ) may be introduced. The tenet holds that "the camaraderie generated through such play may function to strengthen social bonds and foster group cohesiveness" (Long and Graesser 1988: 57) .
In accordance, humour is often perceived as the vehicle for defunctionalisation, which is fulfilled primarily by nonsense humour of puns. All this is compatible with the ludic use of language, which suspends the rules of informative communication for the sake of entertainment (Attardo 1994). Fry (1963) posits that play with language focuses attention on its ritual and artistic facets rather than its informative value. This means that interactive language play conveys little information and can be branded as an atelic activity. On the other hand, teasing is not only interrelated with phatic communion but also conveys particular messages and attains various communicative goals, solidarity itself being the meta-aim.
The mitigating power of teasing
Although teasing is oriented primarily towards rapport building, it may also be employed for particular purposes. By way of illustration, Eder (1993) analyses teases as a vehicle for signalling romantic interest or flirtatiousness, whether among intimates or strangers. It could be hypothesised that the humorous play helps alleviate the tension of such emotionally loaded or tense encounters. Norrick (2003) posits that the only exception to the rapport function of teasing is genuine criticism levelled through it at the fellow conversationalist, which produces animosity rather than rapport. Nevertheless, speakers can resort to teasing as a vehicle for playful mitigation of threatening propositional meaning, viz. criticism, in order not to enforce hostility (Drew 1987) and without an overt attack (Mulkay 1988) . Freedom to do thus is possible thanks to closeness between conversationalists, immanently associated with teasing, which may convey some grain of truth, simultaneously retaining its humorous potential. Obviously, this does not pertain to cases of putdown humour, i.e. criticism amusing not to the target, but to the metarecipient, where the speaker's attitude towards the former is hardly benevolent. Given their critical forcefulness and absurdity, the examples above can be considered nothing but teasing which is meant to amuse and simultaneously nonthreateningly criticise the target. Interestingly enough, closeness and rapport can actually be strengthened by comments on each other's foibles, whereby interlocutors manifest solidarity politeness, mutual trust and thus honesty. Also, a tease referring to a deviant activity or a feature of the hearer can only be executed if the condition of identity, close relation between the interlocutors or activity is met (cf. Drew 1987) . This may also be related to interlocutors' feeling of security, which is the outcome of each other's knowledge and predictions concerning intentions and reactions. It is particularly mutual teasing that evidences the stability of a relationship anchored in trust and reaffirms camaraderie (Lennox-Terrion and Ashforth 2000) . Teasing is the reminder of egalitarian membership of group members, who may differ in various respects, e.g. age or status, but are, nevertheless, members of the same group, whose proof is shared laughter.
Conclusions and final comments
This review paper aimed to differentiate teasing and banter from putdown humour on the premise of the speaker's benevolence towards the target, with the reservation that the distinction is not always easily made by outside observers, unfamiliar with the common ground shared by the interlocutors. It was here postulated that by engaging in teasing, which may, but does not have to, be extremely aggressive on the surface, conversationalists introduce a cohesive element of their interactions, redound to involvement in the long term, and test for mutual knowledge and attitudes, which is a manifestation of their conversational style and solidarity politeness. Recurring teasing is thus a facilitator of and a testament to a close relationship between participants. However, teasing does not have to be reciprocal, the only requirement being that the teased party must not take offence at the utterance, appreciating the non-threatening intention of the speaker.
Admittedly, aggressive teasing is a dangerous category, given its potential conduciveness to misunderstanding. Lennox-Terrion and Ashforth (2000) enumerate a number of implicit rules associated with aggressive humour directed at group members, of which teasing is a type. These rules can be perceived as principles governing mock impoliteness, differentiating teasing from genuinely face-threatening putdown humour.
First of all, absent members of a group should not be joked about since such behaviour would be equal to betrayal or backstabbing (Lennox-Terrion and Ashforth 2000) . Notably, as posited, teasing immanently demands that the recipient be present. The second condition is that the target of an ostensible putdown ought to be able and willing to laugh at him or herself (Lennox-Terrion and Ashforth 2000). As Pollio (1983) observes, the person ridiculed often enjoys a safe position in the group and laying him or herself open to verbal attack, boasts strength and resilience to feigned denigration. Having chosen a member as the target of ridicule, other interactants signal their interest in the former, which enhances his or her individuality and high status in the social group (Pollio 1983) . Thirdly, the target may be laughed at but certainly not offended (Lennox-Terrion and Ashforth 2000), a rule that is rather vague and must be verified against particular contextual factors, personality traits etc. Interlocutors must take judicious decisions whether a given utterance might jeopardise the humorous ritual and ridicule the target. This ties in with the fourth principle, which delineates who and what qualities should not be poked fun at. Biting teases should not pertain to a person with stigmatising attributes such as a disability or a person who is not accepted and lingers outside the group (Lennox-Terrion and Ashforth 2000). As long as these conditions are met, aggressive teases are the correlate of acceptance by the group and prove the in-group membership of both those who tease and those who are teased only to laugh together.
